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ABSTRACT
The main object of this research is to describe social exclusion in a 
comparative world perspective. Social exclusion is a main concern 
worldwide. Non-desirable social groups as neighbours are used 
as a proxy measure to answer three questions: who are the most 
excluded social groups, who are the excluders, and what are the 
main explanatory variables of social exclusion. Social exclusion, as a 
multidimensional phenomenon, is defined in relation to concepts such 
as stigma, discrimination, and prejudice. Social, economic, political 
and ideological-religious attitudes are used to construct the profile 
of the excluder. Social exclusion has been measured through three 
indexes of social exclusion, personal, group and total exclusion, since 
a main component analysis demonstrated that the degree of social 
exclusion varied depending on whether the excluded group was 
more or less based on personal decisions on one’s behaviour taken 
by the individual. Based on theory and previous research, four main 
variables have been tested to explain social exclusion: social position, 
exposure to information, post-materialist values and perception 
of security. But other explanatory variables were also added to the 
analysis. EVS and WVS databases (from 1981 to 2014) have been 
used, though most of the analysis has been based on the last WVS-
6th wave on 59 countries with a total of more than 85,000 interviews. 
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Social exclusion has long been a concern for scholars, politicians and citizens. 
New forms of social exclusion are occurring in the city and at the level of the 
neighbourhoods such as Gentrification, a social process that was detected in 
the 60s (Glass, 1964), but which has very recently intensified and produced the 
“displacement from home and neighbourhood” (Marcuse, 1985). 
According to Sassen (2005), “the exclusion of groups of city residents from 
access to all the city has to offer can be made on the basis of: race, class, religion, 
income, gender, national origin, sexual orientation or some other characteristic… 
The restructuring of cities and societies… have led to concerns for the fragmentation 
of the social world, where some members of society are excluded in the’mainstream’ 
and where this exclusion is painful for the excluded and harmful for society as a 
whole”. However, as suggests Mandanipour (2016), “exclusionary processes per 
se are not the source of social fragmentation and disintegration. It is the absence 
of social integration, which causes social exclusion, as individuals do not find the 
possibility and channels of participating in the mainstream society”. In the realm of the 
neighbourhood, Macy & Van de Rijt (2006) “proposes that institutional discrimination 
is not sufficient to explain the persistence of high segregation without the additional 
assumption that households have a preference for in-group neighbours”.
Understanding the causes and conditions of social exclusion in cities and 
neighbourhoods is critical, as the UN has reckoned that “today, 54 per cent 
of the world’s population lives in urban areas, a proportion that is expected to 
increase to 66 per cent by 2050”. Social relations and social exclusion are mostly 
produced in urban areas. Segregation, disintegration, marginalization, poverty 
and criminality produce and are reproduced by social exclusion provoking a 
breakdown of social order.
The aim of this paper is to analyse social exclusion at the level of the 
neighbourhood as “it is important to know what are the forces, which tend to break 
up the tensions, interests, and sentiments which give neighbourhoods their individual 
character” (Park, 1984). Three main questions are posed to address this issue: 
Who is subject of social exclusion in neighbourhoods? Who is the actor of social 
exclusion in neighbourhoods? What are the factors that explain social exclusion in 
neighbourhoods? There are independent intra and extra-neighbourhood effects 
on individuals’ behaviours that should be further analysed in order to properly 
understand the process of social exclusion in neighbourhoods.
Neighbourhoods are privileged places to research social exclusion. Life 
develops mostly in neighbourhoods where people meet, disagree, and reunite in 
contiguity, intimacy and vicinity. “Proximity and neighbourly contact are the basis for 
the simplest and most elementary form of association with which we have to do in 
the organization of city life” (Parks, 1984). Neighbourhoods are poles of attraction for 
groups of people with differential characteristics. Society may be divided into smaller 
1 A first version of this paper was presented at the WAPOR Annual Conference, Lisbon, Portugal, 
15–17 July 2017. Similar versions have also been presented at the University of Almeria 19–20 October 2017 
and the University of Granada 20 February 2018.
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units until reaching the level of the neighbourhood without losing the essence of 
society as “the neighbourhood is a social unit which, by its clear definition of outline, 
its inner organic completeness, its hair-trigger reactions, may be fairly considered as 
functioning like a social mind” (Woods, 1913).
Individuals in society can only be understood as processes in the confluence of 
time, space and place. In the same sense, neighbourhoods are spatially and timely 
based. Perception of the neighbourhood boundaries is variable and their design is 
arbitrarily drawn. For Glaster (2001), “certain topographical features are permanent. 
Sewer infrastructures and buildings last typically generations. Others, such as 
tax/public service packages and demographic and status profiles of an area, 
can change over a year. The area’s social interrelationships can be altered even 
more rapidly”. Moreover, as Burgess (1984) suggests “boundaries of local areas 
determined ecologically, culturally, and politically seldom, if ever, exactly coincide”.
Cities and neighbourhoods provide the opportunity to analyse micro-social 
processes (social relationships), the results of which can be extrapolated to macro-social 
processes that take place in larger urban spaces and societies. Sassen (2005) suggests 
that “the city has long been a site for the exploration of major subjects confronting 
society and the social sciences. In the mid 1990s, it lost that heuristic capability. Today 
the city is once again emerging as a strategic lens for producing critical knowledge, 
not only about the urban condition but also about major social, economic, and cultural 
refiguring in our societies”. We understand neighbourhoods as concrete space, time and 
places where social exclusion occurs. Therefore, connecting social exclusion with cities 
and neighbourhoods may contribute to identify divisions in order to look for cohesion, 
to give new sense to long defended rights such as social citizenship and social justice, 
and to cope with social processes that are pressing problems in worldwide cities such 
as gentrification, parochialism, segregation, marginalization and purification.
Social exclusion has many dimensions like impoverishment, labour market 
exclusion, service exclusion, and exclusion from social relations, among others. The 
present study, however, is specifically designed to measure social exclusion from 
social relations using the World Values Survey2 (hereinafter WVS) variables 36 to 
44 (which pose the questions: “Would not like to have as neighbours…”) as a proxy 
measure. In the context of residential segregation, Clark (1986, 2006) suggests that 
prejudice is equated to “would not like...” Groups proposed in WVS questions refer 
to social exclusion from social relations (social avoidance and social distance) in 
neighbourhoods. The present analysis is structured in six sections. 
Section 2 focuses on the main concepts and theories in which the research 
developed in this paper is based. We address the concept of social exclusion and 
the concepts closely related to it. The specialised literature has developed different 
models to explain different categories of social exclusion from social relations. Models 
of prejudice mostly focus on issues of race, ethnicity and immigration. Models of 
stigma relate to deviant behaviour and identities, and disease and disabilities. Social 
2 Most of the analysis has been based on the data set of the WVS-6th wave, 2010–2014, which 
includes 59 countries with a total of more than 85,000 personal interviews, mostly face-to-face. But some 
analysis have used the combined data set EVS-WVS 1981–2014, which includes six waves (1981, 1990, 
1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010), 110 countries and a total of 506,487 personal interviews.
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exclusion, stigma, prejudice and discrimination are concepts closely interrelated. 
More recently some scholars have developed ethnic preferences models which 
propose the hypothesis that social distance and preference dynamics could generate 
and sustain significant levels of segregation in the absence of discrimination (Clark, 
2006; Fosset, 2006, 2011). In order to understand what generates social exclusion in 
neighbourhoods, we carry out a literature review. 
Sections 3 to 6 are directed to the empirical analysis of social exclusion in 
neighbourhoods using the already mentioned question as to persons or groups that 
would not be accepted as neighbours. To address the statistical analysis, some 
questions are posed:
a) who is the subject of social exclusion in neighbourhoods? (Sections 3: 
Describing who are the Excluded social groups, and Section 4: Construction of 
Social Exclusion Indexes);
b) who is the actor of social exclusion in neighbourhoods? (Section 5: Describing 
the Excluders);
c) what are the main factors that explain social exclusion in neighbourhoods? 
Which are the causes and conditions of social exclusion? (Section 6: Explaining 
Social Exclusion).
The first question tries to determine the main characteristics of the persons 
subject to social exclusion. We consider that the excluded is objectified, 
commoditised, standardized, homogenized, equalized, and grouped; in sum, people 
who suffer social exclusion lose their private and own characteristics as individual 
persons and become part of a category that elicits social exclusion. The second 
question addresses the socio-demographic profile of the excluder. Although there 
are important methodological differences in measuring attitudes, opinions and 
behaviours, the questions posed by the WVS concerning neighbours will help us to 
design an image of the person who manifests his or her exclusion to others. 
With the third question, we look for causes and conditions of social exclusion. 
Many reflections arise on this point. First, can we sustain that there is a globalization 
of attitudes? Second, as Allport (1954) and others suggest, it is very likely that 
the person or group that shows prejudice or discrimination against one group, 
also shows discrimination or prejudice against more groups. Can we apply this 
conclusion to our statistical analysis? Third, can we extrapolate the meso-social level 
analysis (neighbourhoods) to the macro-social level (society), or the manifestations 
of prejudice, discrimination and social exclusion are different at different levels of 
analysis? How can the Bogardus social distance scale be applied in our statistical 
analysis? Fourth, we have divided the WVS variables used in this research into 
two groups, Personal Exclusion (mainly referred to voluntary generally non-
accepted social behaviours of individual persons like heavy drinkers, drug-addicts, 
homosexuals…) and Group Exclusion (referred to social exclusion based on racism 
and xenophobia which implies exclusion based on the belonging to racial, ethnic 
and foreign groups), which of the two groups of variables attract the more prejudice, 
stigma and discrimination, in sum, social exclusion? In the case that it is Personal 
Exclusion, do people blame individual persons for these behaviours? Do excluders 
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consider that excluded’s behaviour is voluntary and could and should be controlled? 
In the case of Group Exclusion, is blaming out of the question? What would be the 
main reasons for this kind of social exclusion?
The last section, Section 7, contains the main Conclusions and Discussions on 
the topics analysed.
The Process of Social Exclusion
Social exclusion is closely related to, but should be distinguished from, concepts such 
as stigma, prejudice, discrimination, poverty, deprivation, and inequality, although 
the conceptual distinction is not an easy task. In the following lines, we expose 
different definitions and conceptualisations of the main terms above mentioned 
and their relation to social exclusion. Stigma, prejudice and discrimination models 
have been used to explain social exclusion. Further to these models, scholars after 
Schelling (1971) are focusing their interest in the preferences and social distance 
models posing the following question: is social exclusion always based on any kind 
of rejection of the other, be it stigma, prejudice, stereotyping or discrimination? This 
question is addressed from a theoretical perspective. We finish with a literature 
review on the concept of social exclusion and its connections to social relations, 
social distance and neighbourhood.
Stigma
The concepts of social exclusion and stigma are interrelated. Goffman (1963) 
suggested that people who possess a characteristic defined as socially undesirable 
acquire a spoiled identity, which then leads to social devaluation and discrimination. 
However, according to Deacon, Stephney & Prosalendis (2005), social stigma does 
not always produce discrimination. 
Stigma is a mark or sign of disgrace usually eliciting negative attitudes to its 
bearer. If attached to a person with a mental disorder (heavy-drinkers or drug-
addicts) it can lead to negative discrimination. It is sometimes but not always related 
to a lack of knowledge about the condition that led to stigmatisation. Stigma can 
therefore be seen as an overarching term that contains three elements: problems 
of knowledge (ignorance), problems of attitudes (prejudice), and problems of 
behaviour (discrimination). Stigma is then related not only to social exclusion but 
also to ignorance, prejudice and discrimination.
Prejudice
Prejudice is also a concept intimately related to social exclusion. Allport (1954) 
argued that prejudice is an “antipathy based upon a faulty and inflexible 
generalization”. Therefore, according to Allport, prejudices are negative attitudes 
towards groups and individuals based solely on their group membership. Allport 
(1954) also suggested that “one of the facts of which we are most certain is that 
people who reject one out-group will tend to reject other out-groups. If a person is 
anti-Jewish, he is likely to be anti-Catholic, anti-Negro, anti any out-group”. Adorno 
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et al. (1950) demonstrated that authoritarianism is associated with prejudices 
against many different groups.
According to Elliot et al. (1982), once a person has been classified (through 
stigma or prejudice) as illegitimate for participation in an interaction, he or she is 
beyond the protection of social norms and, as such, may be excluded or ignored 
altogether.
For Joffe (1999), stigma and prejudice would be fundamental emotional 
responses to danger that help people feel safer by projecting controllable risk, and 
therefore blame, onto out groups. These socially constructed representations only 
result in discrimination and the reproduction of structural inequalities when other 
enabling circumstances (such as power and opportunity to discriminate) come 
into play. Phelan, Link, and Dovidio (2008) explored commonalities and possible 
distinctions between prejudice and stigma, concluding that most differences are 
a matter of focus and emphasis. One important distinction is in the type of human 
characteristics that are the primary focus of models of prejudice (race) and stigma 
(deviant behaviour and identities, and disease and disabilities) which allowed them 
to develop a typology of three functions of stigma and prejudice: exploitation and 
domination (keeping people down); norm enforcement (keeping people in); and 
disease avoidance (keeping people away).
Discrimination
Parker and Aggleton (2003) consider that stigma and discrimination should be 
understood as part of the political economy of social exclusion present in the 
contemporary world. The three concepts then are closely interrelated and cannot 
be conceptualised independently. Discrimination can be seen as the behavioural 
consequence of stigma, which acts to the disadvantage of people who are 
stigmatised (Sayce, 2000). The rejecting behaviour of others may bring greater 
disadvantage than the primary condition itself.
Conceptualisations of the terms referring to rejection of the other have their 
foundation on the point of view of the actor, i.e., the person or group of persons who 
stigmatise, discriminate and exclude. For Zick et al (2011), “individuals are looked 
down upon not on the basis of their personal characteristics but through nothing 
other than their categorization as a member of an out-group. It is utterly irrelevant 
whether they see themselves as a member of this group or whether their group 
membership can be determined objectively. What matters is solely the categorization 
by the person holding or expressing the prejudice”. 
There are many scholars who advocate for definitions that take into account 
the point of view of the stigmatised because the way they respond to stigma can 
materially affect the impact of stigma in society, whatever the extent of actual 
discrimination based on stigma (Deacon, Stephney & Prosalendis, 2005).
Social exclusion
The concept of social exclusion was developed in France in 1974 to refer to groups, 
“les exclus”, with no access to the labour market and with limited or not recognized 
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rights to social citizenship. However, rejection or social exclusion has existed along 
human history. In the Ancient Greece, ostracism was used to eliminate men seen 
as a threat to the state (Figueira, 1987). According to Forsdyke (2000), the creation 
of the institution of ostracism, whereby the people decided collectively whether to 
banish a single citizen for ten years, provided not only a mechanism for the symbolic 
expression of democratic power, but also a means for the practical and ideological 
distinction between oligarchic and democratic rule. The infrequent and moderate use 
of exile as a means of resolving political conflict helps to explain the extraordinary 
stability of the Athenian democracy. 
From a Durkheimian point of view, social exclusion is functional for society as 
it helps to establish moral, legal and cultural limits of society and to give stability to 
the status quo. Christianity applies a similar institution called ex-communion (Eliade, 
1961; De la Garza & Valdes, 1998). Sen (1992) highlights the lack of capabilities 
as the key component of the exclusion process. Socially excluded individuals are 
denied access to the resources (material, cultural, emotional) that enable them to 
acquire capabilities related to cognitive development and educational success, but 
also extend to the broader spheres of health and social participation. 
According to Rodgers (1995), “exclusion is an evolving pattern that 
encompasses all facets of an individual’s life”. For Room (1992, 1995), the main 
aspects of the concept of social exclusion are “multidimensionality, dynamicity and 
relationality”. Multidimensionality refers to different dimensions of social exclusion 
(social, economic, cultural, political) and different levels (micro, i.e., individual, 
household; meso, i.e., neighbourhoods; and macro, i.e., nation state and global 
regions) along a social exclusion/inclusion continuum; dynamicity implies that social 
exclusion impacts in different ways to differing degrees at different social levels over 
time; and relationality (Room, 1995) because it focuses on exclusion as the rupture 
(or inequality) of relationships between people and society resulting in a lack (or 
differential) of social participation, social protection, social integration and power. 
Levitas (2005) defines social exclusion as “the dynamic process of being shut 
out, fully or partially, from any of the social, economic, political, cultural systems, 
which determine the social integration of a person in society”. Social exclusion used 
in this research is conceptualised as the process of rejection of a group or a person, in 
any degree, that keep the rejected group or person out from the social system based 
on stigma, prejudice, stereotyping and/or discrimination. The main foundations of 
rejection would be fear, ignorance, blaming, social control, and avoidance of risk.
Ethnic preferences and social distance
Attitude and social distance surveys usually ask what they would do in imaginary 
situations or what they think most people would do, for example, when faced with 
a neighbour or work colleague with mental illness. This work has emphasised what 
normal people say without exploring the actual experiences of people with mental 
illness themselves about the behaviour of normal people toward them. Further, it has 
been assumed that such statements (usually on knowledge, attitudes or behavioural 
intentions) are congruent with actual behaviour, without assessing such behaviour 
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directly. Such research has generally focused on hypothetical rather than real 
situations, neglecting emotions and the social context, thus producing very little 
guidance about interventions that could reduce social rejection. 
Bogardus’ Social Distance Scale scores ranged from one to seven along a choice 
continuum in which there is a category regarding neighbours. Its influence is still high 
despite discrepancies between expressed attitudes and actions. A Reverse Social 
Distance Scale (Guttman’s coefficient of reproducibility) was created to measure 
minority groups’ perceptions of the social distance. Schelling (1971) analysed why 
groups cluster together in residential neighbourhoods. Small differences in the 
preference of an individual to be with others of a similar type (ethnicity, e.g.), could 
lead to quite distinct patterns of separation in the population. For Schelling, micro-
level voluntary choices and economic competition can create or maintain macro-level 
patterns of residential segregation along ethnic and socio-economic dimensions.
Urban-ecological studies of residential segregation try to understand the 
“urban mosaic”, i.e., the complex differentiation of residential neighbourhoods that 
stands as a fundamental fact of urban life (Fosset, 2011). Segregation occurs along 
many axes, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic position, age, stage of family life cycle, 
nativity, and life style producing a highly variegated urban spatial fabric. According to 
Fosset (2006) many factors contribute to ethnic segregation such as discrimination. 
However, as past forms of discrimination slowly fade, it is compulsory to direct 
special attention to the role of ethnic preferences and social distance dynamics 
associated with in-group attraction and out-group avoidance. 
Discrimination alone is insufficient to account for the extent and continuing 
nature of residential separation and segregation, as the explanation is multi-
dimensional (Clark, 1986, 2006). Social preferences (ethnocentrism or in-group 
preferences) appear as a factor to take into account together with economic status 
(affordability), urban structure, and discrimination. 
In the following lines, we address the three main questions proposed to 
analytically unravel the process of social exclusion in neighbourhoods. First, who 
is the person subject to social exclusion, i.e., who is the excluded? Second, who is 
the actor of social exclusion, i.e., who is the excluder? In the model proposed in this 
work, the actor of social exclusion cannot be understood without the person subject 
to social exclusion. Third, why and how is there social exclusion, i.e., which are the 
causes and conditions of social exclusion?
The point of view exposed in this work is the point of view of the actor, i.e., 
of the person who answers to the question posed in the WVS: “Would not like to 
have as neighbours…” The analysis of social exclusion is then inferred indirectly 
through the answers to questions posed in a negative form (“Would not like to have 
as neighbours…”). 
Although there are some limitations of applying a concept (social exclusion) 
developed in the industrialised countries with welfare systems, to nation states with 
weak governance, minimal welfare provision, and a majority of the population living 
in extreme poverty, in this research we will do some inferences to the main world 
cultural regions using data from the WVS.
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Measuring Social Exclusion in a Comparative Frame. 
Who are the Excluded Groups?
Social exclusion, as measured by the proxy indicator already mentioned, social 
groups not wanted as neighbours, depends obviously on the social groups listed and 
presented to the respondents. Values surveys have included this question since the 
first EVS-WVS wave in 1981, and have continued to include it in all WVS waves in 1990, 
1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010, but the target groups of the question have varied in time. In 
Table 1 we have listed the social groups that have been included in the last completed 
WVS wave (2010–2014) in order to compare with previous waves. In the first column 
the aggregate summary for all waves is presented, but in the other columns social 
groups mentioned in each wave as “not wanted as neighbours” are listed.
Table 1
Percentage That Would Not Like Different Social Groups as Neighbours,  
WVS-EVS 1981–2014, by Wave 
Social groups All waves 
1981–2014
1981 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Drug addicts 65.1 – 62 67 66 73 79
Heavy drinkers 58.4 48 56 59 55 60 65
Homosexuals 41.0 – 44 43 42 43 47
People with AIDS 36.3 – 40 38 39 35 41
Unmarried Couples 7.5 – – – – 19 25
Immigrants 18.6 6 16 15 21 19 25
Different Religion 8.0 – – 3 6 15 19
Different Race 15.3 8 15 12 18 15 19
Different Language 4.9 – – – – 12 17
No. of Data sets 331 24 43 67 79 58 60
No. of Respondents (506,487) (29,685) (62,769) (118,253) (125,531) (83,975) (86,274)
In the EVS-WVS 1981 wave only three groups of those included in the last 
WVS wave (2010) were also included. It must be underlined the high stability of 
proportions of the total population that reject the same social groups. It is also a 
surprising finding that there seems to be a certain tendency to higher rather than 
lower proportions of rejection of the same social groups. Thus, the proportion that 
would not want as neighbours each of these nine social groups in the last wave, 
2010–2014, is in all cases the highest of the total period. The larger increases in 
absolute terms correspond to the rejection of Immigrants and Foreign workers, Drug 
addicts and Heavy drinkers, and to a lesser degree, people of a different Race.
We think that every social fact must be interpreted in space and time, and in 
this case it must be taken into account that the last WVS wave was conducted in 
the period when the financial and economic crisis that began in 2007 was at its very 
peak. Fears and worries of populations around the world might explain the growth 
of social exclusion of all social groups. Another factor might be that in the last wave 
there have been a few more developed countries and an increase of less developed 
countries, and also an increase of MENA region countries.
Table 2
Percentage That Would Not Like Different Social Groups as Neighbours,  
by Geo-Cultural Regions and Russia, WVS-6 (2010–2014)
All countries Anglo-Saxon European 
Union
East Europe & 
Balkans

































57.7 AIDS 49.0 Homo-
sexuals
27.1 Drinkers 59.7 Homo-
sexuals
66.2
AIDS 40.4 AIDS 14.6 AIDS 25.2 AIDS 67.0 AIDS 55.5 Homo-
sexuals









27.0 Couples 54.1 Immi-
grants





24.8 Language 10.5 Race 13.8 Couples 25.0 Immi-
grants
32.3 Couples 28.1 Religion 10.0 Couples 20.0 Language 18.9
Religion 19.2 Race 4.9 Religion 11.0 Race 22.8 Religion 30.4 Religion 23.6 Immi-
grants
9.4 Religion 15.8 Race 17.2
Race 18.7 Couples 4.2 Language 10.9 Religion 22.7 Race 28.1 Race 22.3 Race 7.9 Race 15.5 Religion 14.3
Language 17.3 Religion 3.2 Couples 7.4 Language 16.7 Language 25.1 Language 21.8 Couples 7.8 Language 15.3 Couples 7.8
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Since there seems to be a high stability of exclusionist attitudes, especially 
regarding the rank order of groups (it has been the same in all six waves, without a 
single exception), we have focused on the data of the last WVS wave, 2010–20143. 
To that effect we have grouped the 59 countries in only seven geo-cultural regions4. 
Throughout this article, we have always considered Russia as a separate unit of 
analysis for comparative purposes.
Drug addicts are unanimously the most rejected social group as neighbours, 
with no exceptions. The second most rejected social group is heavy drinkers, with 
the only exception of Sub-Saharan countries. The reason is that homosexuals are 
much more excluded in those countries, being the second most rejected social 
group in that world region. The rejection of heavy drinkers is lowest in Latin America 
(51%) and highest in East Europe and the Balkans (85%), and not in MENA countries 
(66%), as one might have expected because of religious norms.
The third most rejected social group is that of homosexuals, but with 
two exceptions, Sub-Sahara, where they are the second most rejected group, 
and Asia, where they are less rejected than people with AIDS. Rejection 
of homosexuals as neighbours shows a very high variation, so that the least 
exclusion is observed in Anglo-Saxon countries (17%) and the highest in East 
Europe and the Balkans (73%).
Other findings that deserve some underlining are the higher exclusion of people 
with AIDS in East Europe and the Balkans and in MENA region countries (67% and 
56% respectively), the higher rejection of unmarried couples in MENA region (54%), 
the higher exclusion of immigrants and foreign workers in Asia and MENA regions 
(34% and 32% respectively), and the higher exclusion of people of a different religion, 
a different race and a different language in MENA region countries (30%, 28% and 
25% respectively). 
Social groups that seem to be more rejected in general are those based on 
some personal, rather than group, characteristic. Does it mean that people are more 
tolerant with individuals who are different because they belong to a group regardless 
of their choice (i.e., different race) than with those who apparently belong because 
having made a personal choice (i.e., heavy drinkers)?
3 Data sets are usually equivalent to countries, but not always, because in some cases there are two 
or more data sets for a country (i.e., East and West Germany). Besides, while WVS has conducted surveys 
in all six waves, EVS has conducted its waves only in 1981, 1990, 1999 and 2008. These data sets have 
been included in the nearest WVS wave date. Furthermore, some countries have participated in the WVS 
and the EVS with the same or different teams, as is the case for Spain, Sweden, Turkey and other countries. 
That is why datasets and countries not always are the same. In the last WVS wave there were 59 countries 
but 61 datasets.
4 The distribution of countries by geo-cultural regions is as follows: Anglo-Saxon (Australia, New 
Zealand, and United States), European Union (Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Netherlands, Poland, Romania, 
Slovenia, Spain, and Sweden), East Europe and the Balkans (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan), MENA (Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Palestine, Qatar, Tunisia, Turkey, and Yemen), Asia (China, Hong Kong,  India, 
Japan, Malaysia, Pakistan, Philippines, Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand), Latin America 
(Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, and Uruguay), Sub-




Percentage That Would Not Like Different Social Groups as Neighbours,  
Russia 1990–2010, by Wave
Social groups 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Drug addicts 86 86 85 94 93
Heavy drinkers 82 76 78 89 84
Homosexuals 81 64 61 66 66
AIDS 68 54 55 58 54
Immigrants 12 11 31 32 32
Race 11 8 16 17 17
Religion – – – 16 14
Language – – – 14 19
Couples – – – 4 8
In general, drug addicts, heavy drinkers, homosexuals, and people with AIDS 
seem to be more rejected than unmarried couples or people who are immigrants, 
or of a different religion, race or language. In general, East Europe and the Balkans, 
together with MENA countries, are usually the regions where almost all mentioned 
social groups seem to be more undesired as neighbours. 
Regarding Russia, drug addicts and heavy drinkers are certainly not desired as 
neighbours by almost unanimity of respondents, and rejection has increased in the 
past two waves. Homosexuals are excluded by almost two thirds of respondents 
since 1995, though a little less than they were in 1990. Social exclusion of people 
with AIDS has decreased, but rejection of immigrants, people of a different race, of 
a different language and of unmarried couples, has increased, though their social 
exclusion is still very low, as that of people of a different religion. The general pattern 
of social exclusion in Russia, according to last wave results, is very similar to the 
group of countries in East Europe and the Balkans, with the only exception of the 
social exclusion of people of a different language, relatively much higher in Russia 
than in East Europe and the Balkans. 
As mentioned, persons who discriminate some social groups are more likely 
to discriminate others. For that reason, and with the objective of constructing an 
index of social exclusion, some models of principal component analysis have been 
calculated. This analysis, allowing for the free selection of components, shows that 
there are two principal components, one composed of five items and another one 
composed of four items. In the first component we find four items with saturations 
above .650 and one with a lower saturation of .573 (unmarried couples living 
together). It seemed advisable to eliminate this item, since it does not seem to 
belong to either component. The second component also includes four items. Thus, 
the four items in the first component seem to imply that respondents consider that 
the individual belongs to each of the four social groups (people of a different race, 
religion, language and immigrants) because of its belonging to it is not dependent of 
a specific behaviour, while the four items included in the second component (drug 
addicts, heavy drinkers, people with AIDS and homosexuals) seem to depend, at 
least partially, on personal decisions and/or behaviours. This, at least, seems to be 
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the perspective that respondents may have, whether or not it is correct. In any case, 
we have computed a second principal component analysis with free selection of 
components but excluding unmarried couples living together. 
Table 4
Main Component Analysis with Items Regarding Social Exclusion  
(Excluding Unmarried Couples Living Together)  
(Free Number of Components), Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Social groups Rotated Component Matrixa
Component
1 2
Drug addicts –.209 .751
People of a different race .776 .037
People who have AIDS .392 .595
Immigrants/foreign workers .672 .155
Homosexuals .269 .631
People of a different religion .753 .035
Heavy drinkers –.052 .743
People who speak a different language .743 –.046
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
Similar principal component analyses have been calculated for the seven regions, 
producing similar but no exactly equal distribution of items in two components. The 
first component is clearly found with the same items and high saturations in five 
regions (and in Russia), but not in the MENA region or in Asia. In these two regions 
the same four items, with high saturations, are found in the second component. But 
the other four items (drug addicts, heavy drinkers, homosexuals and people with 
AIDS), whether in the first or the second component, show a more irregular pattern. 
Thus, in Anglo-Saxon countries two items (people with AIDS and homosexuals) 
make the second component, but drug addicts and heavy drinkers are part of a third 
component, all with very high saturations. In the MENA region and Asia the four items 
make the first component, with high saturations. In East Europe and the Balkans 
the four items are part of the second component, with high saturations, like in the 
total sample of 59 countries. In Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa the second 
component has only three items (drug addicts, heavy drinkers and homosexuals), 
but people with AIDS shows a low saturation and is not part of any component. In 
the European Union only two items are part of the second component, drug addicts 
and heavy drinkers, but both homosexuals and people with AIDS are not part of 
any component because of low saturations. And in Russia the second component 
includes drug addicts, as well as heavy drinkers, people with AIDS and homosexuals. 
A final principal component analysis has been produced, asking for only 
one component, so that all eight items would rank themselves according to their 
saturation. Results mean that a person that wouldn’t like people of a different race 
as neighbours is very likely to dislike other social groups too, while those who reject 




Main Component Analysis with Items Regarding Social Exclusion 
(Excluding Unmarried Couples Living Together) (One Component Required),  
Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Social groups Component 1
People of a different race .718
People of a different religion .696
Immigrants/foreign workers .674
People who speak a different language .653




Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 component extracted
As this analysis demonstrates once more, all four of the more “personal” items 
show the lowest saturations, while all four of the more “group” items show the 
highest saturations. The same analysis for Russia is very similar, the items with the 
highest saturation are race, immigrants and language, while the two with the lowest 
saturation are drug addicts and heavy drinkers, in that order.
Construction of Social Exclusion Indexes
On the basis of these eight items, therefore, we have constructed three social 
exclusion indexes: a Personal Exclusion Index, a Group Exclusion Index and a Total 
Exclusion Index. 
Total Exclusion Index has been constructed by adding the number of social 
groups that each respondent mentioned as not wanted neighbours. Consequently, 
since there were eight social groups for which the question was posed, the index 
could vary from 0 (no social group was mentioned at all as not wanted), to 8 (all 
social groups were mentioned as not wanted as neighbours). Only 9% of the total 
sample did not mention any social group as undesired neighbours, and less than 
half that proportion (4%) answered that they did not want as neighbours people 
belonging to each one of the eight social groups for which the question was posed.
The mean number of undesired social groups for the total sample was 3.11, 
with a standard deviation a little over half the mean. The highest number of 
social groups excluded is found in East Europe and Balkan countries, and also 
in the MENA region countries, while the lowest index is found in Latin America, 
Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries. But the highest dispersion of social 
exclusion is found in Latin America and in the European Union countries, while the 
lowest coefficient of variation is found in East European and Balkan countries5.
5 The coefficient of variation (CV) is the ratio between the standard deviation over the mean, as a 
percentage to standardize the measure. The higher the CV the greater seems to be the variation in the 
number of social groups excluded by the respondents in the population, while a lower CV means that there 
is a high agreement among respondents in the number of social groups undesired as neighbours.
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Table 6
Mean and Standard Deviation in Total Social Exclusion Index  
by Geo-Cultural Regions and Russia  





















 3.11 2.11 2.53 4.08 3.71 3.18 2.06 3.02 3.81
σ 1.96 1.27 1.80 1.73 2.22 1.99 1.58 1.42 1.72
CV in % 63.00 60.20 71.20 42.40 59.80 62.60 76.70 47.00 45.10
In sum, people in East European and Balkan countries and in MENA region 
countries seem to exclude more social groups as neighbours, and they show the 
highest consensus on their populations regarding that measure of social exclusion, 
while people in Latin America and European Union countries show the lowest total 
social exclusion but with the highest variation in the number of excluded social 
groups in their populations. 
And, coherent with the data already examined above, Russia shows a very high 
index of total social exclusion (only lower than in the East Europe and Balkan region), 
but with a low coefficient of variation (small differences among those who exclude 
many social groups and those who exclude very few, meaning a high consensus 
in the population). We will examine later what factors explain the great variation in 
total social exclusion in Latin American and European Union countries, though they 
are the countries with the lowest total social exclusion as measured by the question 
about undesired neighbours used as proxy.
We have constructed two more social exclusion indexes, taking into 
consideration the findings from the principal component analysis mentioned before. 
Principal component analysis showed, not only for the total sample of 59 countries, 
but also for most of the seven geo-cultural regions, that there were two main 
components, one grouping four of the social groups in a component that seemed to 
measure group social exclusion, and another grouping the other four social groups 
that seemed to measure personal exclusion. 
Table 7
Number of Groups Excluded Labelled Personal or Group,  
Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Number of Groups excluded Personal Exclusion Group Exclusion
No group excluded 13.8 59.3
One excluded 13.6 19.3
Two excluded 25.8 9.5
Three excluded 22.3 5.9




The construction of the two indexes has followed a similar pattern than the one 
used to construct the Total Social Exclusion Index. It is evident at first glance that, 
for the total sample of more than 85,000 respondents in the world social exclusion 
seems to be based more on personal or more individual characteristics (drug addicts, 
heavy drinkers, homosexuals and people with AIDS) than in group characteristics 
(different race, religion or language, and immigrants and foreign workers).
Table 8
Mean Personal and Group Social Exclusion Index by Geo-Cultural Regions  
And Russia (Number Of Social Groups Excluded as Neighbours),  
WVS-6 (2010–2014)















Personal 2.30 1.91 1.98 3.19 2.55 2.17 1.68 2.31 2.98
Group .80 .30 .55 .89 1.16 1.01 .38 .71 0.83
The mean number of social groups based on personal characteristics 
rejected is much higher than the mean for those based on group characteristics. 
And once again MENA countries show one of the highest means in Personal and 
Group Exclusion, though East European countries have even a higher Personal 
Exclusion Index, and Asian countries rank second in terms of Group Exclusion. 
Latin American and Anglo-Saxon countries are the ones with lowest Personal and 
Group Exclusion. Russia, once more, shows the second highest Personal and 
Group Exclusion Indexes (only lower than those in East Europe and Balkan region).
Describing who are the Excluders
Following our objectives, we have described who the excluded social groups in 
present societies are, and then we have constructed three indexes to measure 
Social Exclusion. Now we must try to find out who the excluders are. 
Table 9
Correlation Coefficients among the three Indexes of Social Exclusion,  
Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Index Personal Exclusion Group Exclusion Total Social Exclusion 
Personal Exclusion 1 .190** .801**
Group Exclusion .190** 1 .740**
Total Social Exclusion .801** .740** 1
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
The three correlation coefficients are high and statistically significant, but the 
stronger is between Personal Exclusion and Total Exclusion, and the weakest is 
between Personal and Group Social Exclusion. Similar results are found in Russia, 
the three coefficients being statistically significant and in two cases even stronger 
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than for the total sample: r total vs. personal = .769, r total vs. group = .790 and r 
personal vs. group = .216.
Traditionally one would look for differences in the mean values of Social Exclusion 
among different segments of the population, usually demographic characteristics, in 
order to find out who are the groups of people who are more likely to socially exclude 
other groups, measured through the proxy question used in WVS surveys, and more 
specifically through the indexes just described. Thus Total Social Exclusion seems 
to be a little higher among males than among females, it is usually higher among 
the young ones than among the elderly, and it seems to be negatively related to 
education, income and employment status, with some minor exceptions. And it 
is certainly confirmed that in all segments of the population Personal Exclusion is 
higher than Group Exclusion. 
But interesting as that may be, it seems more appropriate to use theoretical 
assumptions and try to formulate hypothesis about certain explanatory relationships. 
In fact, centre-periphery theory combines in a single index many of the demographic 
variables (Galtung, 1964, 1976; Díez-Nicolás, 1966, 2009, 2013) to measure social 
position of individuals in society.
Table 10
Mean Value of the three Indexes of Social Exclusion,  
by Some Demographic Variables, Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Demographic Variables Indexes of Social Exclusion
Personal Group Total 
Total 2.30 0.80 3.11
Sex    
Female 2.31 0.78 3.09
Male 2.30 0.82 3.12
Age groups    
18–29 2.31 0.83 3.14
30–49 2.32 0.79 3.12
50–64 2.28 0.79 3.07
65+ 2.27 0.76 3.03
Education    
Less than primary 2.41 0.93 3.35
Primary 2.27 0.91 3.18
Secondary 2.31 0.78 3.09
University 2.28 0.69 2.97
Income    
Low 2.20 0.91 3.11
Middle Low 2.37 0.78 3.15
Middle High 2.33 0.77 3.10
High 2.26 0.84 3.10
Employment status    
Not employed 2.36 0.85 3.20
Partial job or self employed 2.32 0.89 3.21
Full time job 2.28 0.70 2.98
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According to this theory some social positions are more central than others (they 
have more information, as well as more opinions and they generate or support new 
attitudes and social values earlier than the social periphery). Accordingly, individuals 
in the social centre should be less socially excluders than those in the social 
periphery. We also know that individuals in the social centre are more exposed to 
information than those in the social periphery, so that more individuals more exposed 
to information should be less socially excluders than the less exposed. For similar 
reasons, since the social centre is more supportive of new values (post-materialistic, 
more oriented towards self expression values than the social periphery, more oriented 
towards materialistic, survival values), we should also expect a negative relationship 
between post-materialist values and social exclusion (Inglehart, 1971, 1977, 1990, 
1997; Díez-Nicolás, 2013). And finally, taking into account that security (in all kinds of 
different aspects) is becoming one of the more important values in present societies, 
one should expect that people who feel less secure would be more likely to be more 
socially excluder than those who feel more secure (Díez-Nicolás, 2015). 
Therefore, we can summarize our main hypotheses as follows: social exclusion 
(as measured by the proxy Indexes of Social Exclusion) is negatively related to social 
position, to information, to post-materialist values and to perception of security. We have 
measurements for all five main groups of variables through different indexes. Thus, we 
have three measures of Social Exclusion, two of Social Position, three of Exposure to 
Information, one of Post-materialist values and four of Security. We have proceeded to 
examine these relationships before including other potential explanatory variables of 
Social Exclusion in a comparative world perspective and with a special focus in Russia. 
The construction of the Social Position Index has followed the modification 
already established by Díez-Nicolás in 2009, with full agreement by Galtung6. The 
distribution of the SP-5 Index in three categories (social centre, middle and social 
periphery is the following).
Table 11
Distribution of the Population in three Categories of Social Position,  



















Social Periphery 22.7 3.5 13.8 11.9 34.4 15.1 19.5 51.1 13.4
Middle 54.5 45.2 51.5 65.0 52.8 58.5 56.6 43.9 59.8
Social Centre 16.7 37.2 28.3 21.5 8.0 19.0 12.2 3.6 22.4
6 The index is based on sex (male = 1, female = 0); age (–18 and +75 years = 0; 18–25 and 65–74 = 1; 
26–35 and 55–64 = 2; 36–54 = 3); educational level (less than primary = 0;  primary completed = 1; secondary 
or technical completed = 2; university = 3); income level (low = 0; middle low = 1; middle high = 2; high = 3); 
centrality of place of residence (low = 0; middle low = 1; middle high = 2; high = 3); and employment status 
(not employed = 0; partial job or self employed = 1; full time job = 2). The complexity of measuring these 
six demographic characteristics is very high, so that some variable, like occupation or urban-rural habitat, 
has not been included because of lack of information or because of lack of comparability among countries. 
Since the correlation between the two Indexes of Social Position is r= .95 for all countries (r =.98 for Spain), 
and in order to lose as little information as possible, we decided to have income for as many countries and 
individuals as possible, and therefore have used Social Position-6.
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As expected, the social centre is higher than the social periphery in the 
populations of Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries, in East European and 
Balkan countries and in Asia and Russia. Only in MENA and Sub-Sahara regions the 
social periphery is larger than the social centre. Nevertheless, the middle category is 
more than half the population in the total sample and all regions except Anglo-Saxon 
Countries and Sub-Sahara. This finding is important because if Social Position is 
negatively related to Social Exclusion, as has been stated as hypothesis, then we 
should expect more exclusionism among the populations of MENA and Sub-Saharan 
regions, and less in Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries.
First, we have analyzed the relationship between Social Position and Social 
Exclusion. The correlation matrix between the two indexes of Social Position and the 
three indexes of Social Exclusion shows that Social Position and Social Exclusion 
are negatively and statistically significantly related in all six correlation coefficients. 
But the three coefficients of Social Position-5 are a little stronger than with Social 
Position-6. And the correlation coefficients with Group Exclusion are higher than 
with Personal Exclusion, but negative as said before. In the case of Russia the six 
coefficients are negative, as expected, but the relationships are weaker, especially 
with SP-5. Nevertheless, for the total sample, the three correlation coefficients 
between SP-5 and the three social exclusion indexes are statistically significant at 
the .05 levels and negative, as indicated and expected, while they are significant at 
the .01 level for SP-6. For all these reasons we have used Social Position-6 as the 
independent explanatory variable.
Table 12
Correlation Coefficients between Social Position-6 Index and three Indexes 
























–.065** –.089** –.123** –.027** –.018* –.081** –.040** –.071** –.049*
Group 
Exclusion
–.087** –.088** –.100** –.039** –.027** –.142** –.018 .007 –.029
Total 
Exclusion
–.098** –.117** –.140** –.043** –.028** –.151** –.040** –.048** –.050*
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
It may be observed that the relationship of Social Position-6 with the three 
Social Exclusion Indexes is negative in all geo-cultural regions and Russia, like 
in the total sample, with the only exceptions of the relationship with Group 
Exclusion in Latin America and Sub-Saharan countries. And all relationships are 
statistically significant at the .05 level and most at the .01 level, with the previous 
exceptions plus the relationship with Group Exclusion in Russia. People in the 
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social periphery are therefore more likely to be social exclusionists, especially 
personal exclusionists, than people in the social centre, a finding that is coherent 
with centre-periphery theory.
The second hypothesis refers to exposure to information. In this case we have 
constructed four indexes. The WVS survey had information about recent exposure 
to daily newspapers, printed magazines, TV news, radio news, mobile phone, e-mail, 
internet and talk with friends, a total of eight sources of information. We constructed 
a first general Index of Information by adding one point for each source to which 
the respondent had been exposed recently. But then we decided to construct two 
separate indexes, one for Traditional Information sources (daily newspapers, printed 
magazines, TV news and radio news), and a second one for New Social Media 
(mobile phone, e-mail, internet and talk with friends). Furthermore, we constructed 
an additional Traditional Information Index excluding exposure to TV.
Most respondents all over the world use regularly between three and five media, 
in a distribution that looks very much as a “normal” distribution, with only 2% who 
admit they don’t use any media at all, and 7% who declare using the eight media 
regularly. But there are significant differences on the use of media in different geo-
cultural regions of the world.
Table 13
Mean and Standard Deviation in Information Indexes by Geo-Cultural 



















 4.29 4.88 5.17 4.12 3.99 4.21 4.22 3.82 4.37
σ 2.03 1.92 1.95 1.83 2.08 2.11 1.91 1.95 1.88
Social networks use index
 2.03 2.49 2.45 1.86 2.11 1.92 1.92 1.67 2.05
σ 1.38 1.35 1.40 1.25 1.42 1.40 1.40 1.22 1.35
Traditional media use index
 2.26 2.40 2.72 2.26 1.88 2.28 2.30 2.15 2.32
σ 1.10 1.10 1.08 1.06 1.06 1.12 1.01 1.10 1.05
Traditional media use index (excluding TV)
 1.37 1.55 1.79 1.32 1.02 1.38 1.37 1.41 1.39
σ .99 0.92 .99 1.01 0.94 1.03 0.93 0.85 0.98
As expected, use of all types of media, new social networks or traditional media, 
is higher in the more developed world, that is, European Union and Anglo-Saxon 
countries, and lower in MENA region and Sub-Saharan countries. It must be observed 
that the use of new social networks is lower in Latin American and Asian countries 
than in MENA region countries, while the opposite is true regarding traditional media 
(even if one takes out use of TV). Probably this indicates that new social networks or 
media had a very significant role in MENA region countries in recent years (since 2010 
onwards), because their index of use is higher than in all other regions and Russia, apart 
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from Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries. Russians use media very regularly, 
since their Information index is only lower than in Anglo-Saxon and European Union 
countries, its use of New Social Media is only lower than those two regions plus MENA 
region, and it ranks third after Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries regarding 
the use of traditional media, even if TV is not taken into consideration.
All correlation coefficients among the four indexes of information are statistically 
significant at the .01 level, not only for the total sample of 59 countries, but also 
for the seven geo-cultural regions and Russia. The relationships are rather strong, 
especially between the general Information Index-3 and the index of use of new 
social networks media. 
Table 14
Correlation Coefficients between Information Indexes and Social Exclusion 
Indexes, Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Index Information 
index-3




Total Social Exclusion Index –.062** –.043** –.063**
Personal Exclusion Index –.055** –.033** –.060**
Group Exclusion Index –.041** –.033** –.037**
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
The initial hypothesis on the relationship between information and social 
exclusion is confirmed, in the sense that it is negative, so that respondents more 
informed are less likely to be socially exclusionists and vice versa. We have decided 
to use Information Index-3 to measure the total exposure to information. 
Table 15
Correlation Coefficients between Information Index-3 and three Indexes  






















–.055** .000 –.090** –.063** .067** –.098** .006 –.008 –.031
Group Social 
Exclusion
–.041** –.016 –.027** –.069** –.012 –.008 –.006 .047** .000
Total Social 
Exclusion
–.062** –.009 –.076** –.085** .038** –.077** .001 .030** –.020
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
But the relationship does not hold for Anglo-Saxon and Latin American countries, 
neither for Russia, in any of the three indexes of social exclusion. It doesn’t hold 
either for group exclusion in MENA region and Asia, or for personal exclusion in 
Sub-Sahara. And more surprisingly, the relationship is positive and not negative, but 
statistically significant for group and total social exclusion in Sub-Saharan countries. 
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The lack of full confirmation of the relationship between exposure to information 
and social exclusion deserves more analysis in the future regarding the regions 
involved, but the relationship is confirmed in most regions and for the three indexes 
of social exclusion. 
However, and according to the theory, the relationship between social position 
and information is strongly positive and statistically significant at the 0.01 level, implying 
that the social centre uses much more than the social periphery all types of media, 
traditional or new social networks. The relationship is positive, strong and statistically 
significant at the .01 level in the nine coefficients, in all seven regions and also in Russia.
The third hypothesis refers to the values system. According to the theory 
new post-materialistic values are positively related with social position and with 
information, and therefore should be negatively related to social exclusion. That is, 
people oriented towards new post-materialistic, self-expression values, should be 
less exclusionist of any social groups than people oriented towards the more survival, 
conservative and traditional values. Inglehart developed two indexes, one with 
12 items and another one with only four items (two measuring materialism and two 
measuring post-materialist attitudes). The four items index has proven to be much 
better predictor in all countries, and it is the one we use here (Díez-Nicolás, 2000).
Table 16
Percent Distribution of the Population by Values, by Geo-Cultural Regions 
















Materialist 34.2 19.1 25.3 49.0 38.9 34.0 23.9 37.4 52.7
Mixed 52.0 56.3 58.4 45.3 44.4 52.1 57.3 57.4 41.8
Post-materialist 8.2 16.9 12.7 2.8 5.1 7.0 14.8 5.0 2.1
Total 94.3 92.3 96.4 97.1 88.4 93.2 96.0 99.8 96.6
Missing; Unknown 5.7 7.7 3.6 2.9 11.6 6.8 4.0 .2 3.4
Usually more than half the population in each territory shows mixed values, 
materialist and post-materialist, and the proportion of materialists is generally higher 
than the proportion of post-materialists. As may be observed, all distributions are 
very similar (a very frequent finding when using this scale), but the proportion of 
the population oriented towards the new post-materialist values is a little higher in 
Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries, as well as in Latin America. And it is 
extremely low in East Europe and the Balkans, and even lower in Russia.
Table 17
Correlation Coefficients between Post-Materialist Values  
and Social Exclusion, Full Sample WVS-6 (2010–2014)
Index Post-materialist index (4-item)
Personal Exclusion Index –.134**
Group Exclusion Index –.036**
Total Social Exclusion Index –.113**
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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The relationship between post-materialist values and social exclusion is 
negative and statistically significant at .01 level, as expected from the theory. New 
post-materialistic values include tolerance and social acceptance of people who 
are different. Therefore, those with post-materialistic values are expected not to be 
social excluders. 
Table 18
Correlation Coefficients between Post-Materialism-4 and three Indexes  




















Personal –.134** –.065** –139** –.040** –.018* –.116** –.053** –.029** –.018
Group –.036** –.040** –.093** .038** .055** –.003 .013 .048** .050*
Total –.113** –.070** –.147** .002 .020* –.086** –.030** .015 .021
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
The three coefficients are generally negative and statistically significant in most 
regions, with only two a few exceptions on the significance, usually regarding the 
relationship with group or total exclusion. There are also some exceptions regarding 
the sign of the relationship in East Europe and the Balkans, in MENA region, in Latin 
America, in Sub-Sahara and in Russia. 
Confirming also the theory, there is a positive and statistically significant 
relationship of Social Position and Information with Post-materialist values, implying 
that people in the social centre and those very much exposed to information tend to be 
more oriented towards the new post-materialistic values, while the less informed and 
in the social periphery are more oriented towards survival and traditional values. And 
this is true in all regions and in Russia, with only one exception: Anglo-Saxon countries 
and only regarding the relationship between social position and post-materialism.
The fourth and final hypothesis regards the relationship of Perception of Security 
and Social Exclusion. In previous research we have explained why Security has 
become one of the most important values (Díez-Nicolás, 2011, 2015). Perception of 
Security has been measured at four levels, personal (that includes family), community 
and national or external, plus total that summarizes the first three.
Table 19
Mean Perception of Total Perceived Security (Scale 1 to 4) by Geo-Cultural 


















Personal 2.08 2.80 2.60 2.10 2.03 1.96 1.84 1.73 2.33
Community 3.16 3.28 3.46 3.26 3.21 3.37 2.64 2.86 2.69
National 2.18 2.81 2.80 2.02 1.83 2.15 2.14 1.92 2.06
Total 2.52 2.98 2.99 2.50 2.36 2.56 2.25 2.24 2.36
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Perception of community security seems to be higher than personal and national 
security in all regions and also in Russia. Perception of all kinds of security is higher 
in Anglo-Saxon and European Union countries than in any other region. Perception 
of security in Russia is lower than in those two regions, but higher than in any other 
region with respect to Personal Security. But, regarding Community Security Russia 
scores lower than any region except Latin America. National Security in Russia is only 
higher than in East Europe and Balkans, MENA region and Sub-Saharan countries. 
And Total Security in Russia is only higher than in Latin America and Sub-Saharan 
countries. The lowest perception of personal security and total security is found in 
Sub-Saharan countries, but the lowest perception of community security is found 
in Latin America, probably due to organized crime in some countries like Mexico 
and some other countries, but countries in MENA region are the ones that show 
the lowest perception of national or external security, an expected finding given the 
conflictive situation of the region because of violence in Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan, etc. 
All correlation coefficients of the four indexes of security among themselves 
are high and statistically significant, implying that the four aspects seem to be 
overlapping. But total perception of security shows the strongest relationships with 
the other three indexes. This is also true in each of the seven regions, and in Russia.
Table 20
Correlation Coefficients among the four Indexes of Perceived Security  













Personal Social Exclusion –.048** –.058** .087** –.101**
Group Social Exclusion –.064** –.035** .020** –.090**
Total Social Exclusion –.072** –.061** .071** –.124**
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
Our initial hypothesis about a negative relationship between perception of security 
and social exclusion is confirmed. People who feel secure do not fear other different 
peoples. All the correlation coefficients are negative and statistically significant at 
the .01 level, with the only exceptions of perceived community security, which shows 
a positive correlation with all three indexes of social exclusion. We decided to use 
Perceived Total Security as a predictor, since it includes the other three indicators.
Table 21
Correlation Coefficients between Total Perceived Security and three Indexes 
of Social Exclusion, by Geo-Cultural Region and Russia, WVS-6 (2010-14)

















Personal –.048** –.051** –.080** .000 .057** –.037** –.058** –.046** –.011
Group –.064** –.079** –.076** –.004 .092** –.109** –.111** –.007 –.056
Total –.072** –.084** –.097** –.002 .093** –.099** –.109** –.040** –.044
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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In general, the relationships are negative and significant, with only a few 
exceptions. For example, total perception of security does not seem to be significantly 
related to any of the three measures of social exclusion in East European and Balkan 
countries and coherently in Russia. There seems to be no relationship either between 
total perceived group exclusion in Sub-Saharan countries. But it must be pointed 
out that even in those cases the relationship between perceived security and social 
exclusion is generally negative. 
We may then summarize our main findings, and especially the results of our main 
hypotheses about how social position, exposure to information, values and perception 
of security may affect social exclusion. For each of the four predictors we have selected 
the index that seems to give a more global measurement of each concept.
Table 22
Correlation Coefficients between Total Social Exclusion and Social 
Position-6, Information-3, Post-Materialist Values-4, and Total Perception  
of Security, by Geo-Cultural Region and Russia, WVS-6 (2010–2014)


















–.098** –.117** –.140** –.043** –.028** –.151** –.040** –.048** –.050*
Information 
Index-3




–.113** –.070** –.147** .002 .020* –.086** –.030** .015 .021
Total Security 
Index
–.072** –.084** –.097** –.002 .093** –.099** –.109** –.040** –.044
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
We have supplied enough evidence to confirm our initial hypotheses, in the 
sense that Social Position, Information, Post-materialist values, and Perception of 
Security are negatively related to Social Exclusion. Most correlation coefficients 
adjust to the described pattern, that is, they are negative and statistically 
significant. But the data for MENA region and Sub-Saharan countries seem not 
to support entirely these hypotheses, and partially that is also true in East Europe 
and the Balkans, in Russia and in Latin America. However, data from Anglo-Saxon, 
European Union and Asian countries support fully our hypotheses. More analysis 
is needed to find out why some relationships are a little different in some regions.
Explaining Social Exclusion
The four independent, explanatory variables, that have been analyzed, probably 
contribute to the explanation of social exclusion in different societies around the 
world, more in some countries than in others. It seems now the time to establish 
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how much they explain, and whether or not there are other variables that may 
contribute to expand the degree that social exclusion can be explained. From the 
analysis of correlation coefficients one might conclude that values, that is, post-
materialist values, would be the variable that contributes more to the explanation of 
social exclusion. But we also know that the four variables analyzed as explanatory 
variables are quite related among themselves. 
Therefore, it seems necessary first to establish how much the four of them 
together can explain, and how much each one of them contributes to the explanation. 
Table 23
Regression Model for Explaining Total Social Exclusion on the Basis  
of Social Position, Information-3, Post-Materialism-4 and Total Perceived 
Security, by Geo-Cultural Region and Russia, WVS-6 (2010–2014)



















–.074** –.110** –.119** –.040** –.011 –.116** –.025* –.067** –.061
Information-3 –.028** .019 –.004 –.110** .082** –.025* .024 .065** .001
Post-
materialism-4
–.089** –.062** –.117** .009 .066** –.079** –.025* .017 .047
Total Security –.051** –.082** –.085** –.016 .104** –.119** –.068** –.035** –.051
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
The model explains only 2% of the total variance in Total Social Exclusion for the 
total sample of 59 countries and more than 85,000 respondents, and the relationship 
is significant at the .01 level. As may be seen, all four indexes are negatively related 
to Social Exclusion, confirming our initial hypotheses that the higher the social 
position, the higher the exposure to information, the higher the post-materialism and 
the higher the perception of security, the lower would be the number of social groups 
not wanted as neighbours. When the model is calculated for the seven regions, it 
is observed that the adjusted total regression coefficient (R2 adjusted) is higher in 
European Union countries and Asia, and lower in Latin American and Sub-Saharan 
countries. It is also very low and statistically not significant in Russia. Nevertheless, 
most adjusted regression coefficients (beta) are negative and statistically significant, 
as expected. But there are two types of results that do not follow the general 
expected pattern. Some relationships are positive instead of negative, and some 
coefficients, regardless of their direction, are not statistically significant. The first 
type of deviation is found mainly in MENA region countries, and the second type is 
in most cases related to the relationship of information with social exclusion. In the 
case of Russia none of the four coefficients is statistically significant.
Post-materialism and Social Position seem to be the two variables that 
contribute more to the explanation of Total Social Exclusion in the total sample. 
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But there are many differences when looking at the regression coefficients in each 
region. Social Position and Post-materialism are the two variables that explain more 
in European Union countries. Social position is the best predictor in Anglo-Saxon 
and Sub-Saharan countries, Information is the best in East Europe and the Balkans, 
Total Perceived Security and Social Position are the best in Asia, and Total Perceived 
Security is the explanatory variable that contributes more to the explanation of Total 
Social Exclusion in Latin America. As we said, a great variety and not one single 
pattern, which means that the region, and even more, the country, continues to be 
the most useful unit of analysis. In any case, these results suggest that it would be 
appropriate to look for additional variables that, according to previous research, and 
especially, according to the variables available in the combined data set of European 
and World Values research, and to the potential capacity to explain that they have 
shown in other pieces of research on values, are expected to increase the percent of 
the variance explained by the model.
Table 24
Regression Model for Explaining Total Social Exclusion on the Basis  























–.040** –.087** –.077** –.025 –.004 –.142** –.004 –.065** –.057
Information-3 –.018** .023 .028 * –.080** –.043** –.005 .043** .054** .050
Post-
materialism-4
–.089** –.038* –.102** .004 .063** –.101** –.011 .020 .045
Total Perception 
of Security
–.040** –.031 –.051** .023 –.002 –.113** –.040** –.044** –.053
Feeling of 
happiness
–.029** –.011 –.053** .001 .003 –.046** –.010 –.010 –.004
Self-evaluation 
of health
–.015** –.016 -.031* .019 .011 .057** –.052** .020 –.059
Satisfaction 
with life
–.085** –.093** –.051** –.117** –.004 –.009 -.049** .007 –.032
Ideology .056** .159** .062** .015 .040** .004 .030 * –.033** –.021
Importance  
of democracy
–.061** –.045** –.057** –.038** –.079** .008 –.065** -.038** –.091
Religious 
person
–.014* .065** .040* –.112** .053** .000 .075** .029** .096
Importance  
of God in life
.091** –.007 .073** .156** .001 –.021 –.017 .069** –.120**
National pride –.033** .008 .011 –.069** –.111** –.061** –.107** .028* .373
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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We have therefore constructed a regression model to explain total social 
exclusion with the same four independent variables and eight additional ones7. This 
model explains 5% of the variance in Total Social Exclusion, more than twice what 
was explained by the model with the four explanatory variables. But there is a high 
degree of variation regarding the proportion of the variance explained in the different 
regions. We may observe that the model explains more in European Union countries 
(7%) and very little in Sub-Saharan and MENA countries (1% and 3% respectively). 
The model explains almost 2% of the variance in total social exclusion in Russia, 
even much less than in the East Europe and Balkans region. 
The important finding is that, in spite of the possible relationships between each 
variable and the other eleven, all the variables contribute to the explanation of Total 
Social Exclusion in a statistically significant manner in the total sample. The variables 
that seem to contribute more to the explanation of Total Social Exclusion, in the total 
sample, are the importance of God in their life (positively), post-materialism and 
satisfaction with life, (both of them negatively related). Those who say that God is 
not important in their life, the post-materialists and the satisfied with their life are less 
likely to be exclusionists.
In Anglo-Saxon countries, the variable that contributes the most is ideology, but 
the relationship is not negative but positive, which means that individuals who consider 
themselves in the right are more likely to be exclusionists. The same would apply to 
self-evaluation as a religious person; those who consider themselves religious are 
more likely to be exclusionists. However, social position and satisfaction with life do 
contribute negatively and significantly to explain Total Social Exclusion (those in the 
social centre and those who are satisfied are likely not to be exclusionists).
In European Union countries post-materialism and social position are the best 
predictors of Total Social Exclusion, and in a lesser degree also importance of 
democracy, feeling of happiness, perceived security and satisfaction with life, all of 
them negatively related to Total Social Exclusion. But importance of God in their life 
and ideology are positively and significantly related to the dependent variable.
In East Europe and the Balkans satisfaction with life and being a religious 
person are the variables that contribute the most to the explanation of Total Social 
Exclusion, and less but always in a negative and significant manner, information, 
national pride and importance of democracy. But importance of God in their life 
is related positively to Total Social Exclusion, so that those for whom God is more 
important tend to be exclusionists.
In MENA region countries only six variables contribute the most to explain Total 
Social Exclusion, in order from more to less, national pride, importance of democracy 
and information (negatively) and post-materialism, being a religious person and 
ideology (positively). 
In Asia, social position, perceived security and post-materialism are the best 
predictors of Total Social Exclusion, but also national pride, self-evaluation of health 
7 Feeling of happiness (4 categories), self-evaluation of health (4 categories), satisfaction with life 
(10 categories), the self positioning in the ideological scale (7 categories), importance of democracy 
(10 categories), self-evaluation of religiosity (3 categories), importance of God in one’s life (10 categories), 
and national pride (4 categories).
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and feeling of happiness. All of them are negatively related to the dependent variable 
except self-evaluation of health, which means that those who think they are in good 
health are more likely to be exclusionists.
In Latin America, national pride is the best predictor of Total Social Exclusion, so 
that those who are very proud of being nationals of their country are likely to be less 
exclusionists. Other significant negative relationships are importance of democracy, 
self-evaluation of health, satisfaction with life and total perceived security. But those 
who consider themselves to be religious and who are very exposed to information 
tend to be more likely to be exclusionists. Social position, perceived security, 
importance of democracy and ideology are the variables that in Sub-Saharan 
countries contribute more to the explanation of Total Social Exclusion, all of them in 
a negative direction. But importance of God in their life, being a religious person and 
information contribute positively to that explanation. 
Finally, only one variable contributes significantly to explain Total Social 
Exclusion in Russia: Importance of God in their life, meaning that Russians who 
answer that God is important in their life tend to be less exclusionist8.
We have constructed a second regression model to explain personal social 
exclusion with the same twelve independent variables. This model explains also 
5% of the variance in personal social exclusion. The model explains more in Asian 
countries and in European Union countries (6%) and very little in Latin America and 
MENA countries (2% and 3% respectively), and even less in Russia. The variation 
among regions is therefore quite less than regarding total social exclusion. All of 
the twelve variables contribute to the explanation of personal social exclusion in 
a statistically significant manner in the total sample, except the self evaluation as 
a religious person. The variables that contribute most to the explanation of the 
variance in personal social exclusion, in the total sample, are the importance of God 
in their life, and post-materialism, but with different directions, positively in the first 
case and negatively in the second. This finding is basically the same than was found 
regarding Total Social Exclusion. 
When examining the relationships of the independent variables with the 
dependent one, personal social exclusion, it is evident that most are similar to 
what was found with respect to total social exclusion. In order not to repeat the 
same comments, we only comment which are the variables that contribute more 
to the explanation of the variance of the dependent variable. Thus, in Anglo-Saxon 
countries that variable is ideology (positively related with personal social exclusion), 
but in Sub-Saharan countries the same variable is the best predictor, though the 
relationship is negative. In European Union countries the best predictor is post-
materialism, negatively related to the dependent variable. In East Europe and the 
8 The fact that a variable does not contribute to the explanation of social exclusion does not mean that 
it is not related to the dependent variable, it only means that it does not add anything to the explanation over 
what other variables have already explained, probably due to its relationships with these other variables. 
We want to insist on this issue because too frequently some analysts will come to the conclusion that 
the specific independent variable is not related to the dependent variable. The fact is that it doesn’t add 
anything to what other variables explain, but we don’t know really what would be the case if the said 
variables were not present.
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Balkans, and in Asia, importance of God in life is the variable that contributes more 
to the explanation of the variance in personal social exclusion, in the sense that those 
for whom God is very important are likely to be exclusionists. National pride and 
information are negatively related to personal social exclusion as the best predictors 
of its variance in MENA region countries. Being a religious person is positively related 
to personal social exclusion in Latin America, and is the variable that contributes 
more to explaining its variance. And finally, none of the independent variables seem 
to contribute significantly to the explanation of Personal Exclusion in Russia.
The third regression model includes the same twelve independent variables to 
explain the variance in group social exclusion. This model only explains a 3% of 
that variance, that is, a little more than half what the previous two models explain. 
The variation among regions is therefore less than regarding total or personal social 
exclusion, from 3% in Latin America and Sub-Saharan Africa to 7% in Asia. However, 
the model explains 4% of the variance in Group Exclusion in Russia, and in this case 
this finding is highly statistically significant (at the .01 level).
Eight of the twelve variables contribute to the explanation of group social 
exclusion in a statistically significant manner in the total sample. The variable that 
contributes most to the explanation of the variance in group social exclusion, in 
the total sample, is importance of democracy. This finding is quite different to what 
was found in the previous two models. It implies that those who don’t consider 
democracy important tend to be more exclusionists.
When examining the relationships of the independent variables with the 
dependent one, group social exclusion, it is evident that most are similar to what 
was found with respect to total and to personal social exclusion. In order not to 
repeat the same comments, we will only comment which are the variables that 
contribute more to the explanation of the variance of the dependent variable. Thus, 
in Anglo-Saxon countries that variable is again ideology (positively related with 
group social exclusion). In European Union and Asian countries the best predictor is 
social position, negatively related to the dependent variable. In East Europe and the 
Balkans three variables contribute more to the explanation of the variance in group 
social exclusion, two negatively (importance of democracy and religiosity), and one 
positively related (importance of God in their life). But in Russia religiosity is the best 
predictor of Group Exclusion, in the sense that those who consider themselves more 
religious tend to be also more exclusionist. Importance of democracy is negatively 
related to group social exclusion as the best predictor of its variance in MENA region 
countries. Importance of God in one’s life (plus social position mentioned above) is 
negatively related to group social exclusion in Asia, and they are the variables that 
contribute more to explaining its variance. National pride is negatively related to 
group social exclusion as its best predictor. 
Conclusions and Discussion of Results
This research paper has been based almost exclusively on the World Values Survey 
data file of the 6th wave, conducted in 59 countries with a total of more than 85,000 
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personal interviews collected almost entirely through face-to-face interviews at the 
home of the respondent9.
Based on the evidence presented here we can conclude that drug addicts, 
heavy drinkers, homosexuals and people with AIDS are the four more undesired 
social groups as neighbours worldwide. The only exceptions are that Immigrants are 
more undesired than people with AIDS in Sub-Saharan countries.
Two main reasons could explain why drug-addicts score first in all geo-cultural 
regions. On the one hand, excluders manifest fear of them linking drug-addiction with 
crime and poverty. On the other hand, people tend to blame drug-addicts, heavy-
drinkers, people with AIDS for an allegedly voluntary behaviour. March, Oviedo-
Joekes, and Romero (2006) conclude that, despite the diversity of characteristics 
between countries, socially excluded drug users showed high scores in specific 
exclusion indicators, such as incarceration, illegal drug use, housing problems, poor 
health status, lack of employment, and engagement in criminal activities. According to 
Seddon (2006), Santana (2002), and Foster (2000), the problem of drug-related crime 
is inextricably linked with issues of socio-economic disadvantage and social exclusion.
The association of drugs with criminality and poverty has come to be seen as 
natural rather than historically novel. Pearson (1989) suggests that this is part of 
a wider process of the social construction of drug problems, which, as observes, 
has tended historically to focus on the drug consumption of socially disadvantaged 
groups. Mathiesen (1990), Bauman (1998), and Wacquant (2001) consider that there 
is a “criminalization of the poor” as criminal law and penal responses tend to focus 
most on the activities of the socially and economically disadvantaged. For Foucault 
(1991), Healy (2001), and Voruz (2005), this relation has come to be an objective and 
unquestionable truth that invariably begins as a response to a concrete situation 
which is “real” but that also offers scope for a more radical critical account that can 
destabilise the present.
Alcoholism is a severely stigmatized condition, which is heavily associated with 
a notion of blame and enforcement of social norms. Furthermore, alcohol-dependent 
persons are seen as unpredictable and dangerous and alcoholism is seen as a voluntary 
condition. Negative stereotypes like being dangerous or unpredictable cannot simply 
be rejected as being wrong, as drunken driving and alcohol-related domestic violence 
are societal problems. Phelan et al. (2008) argue that in those diseases presenting as 
a deviant but voluntary behaviour, the purpose of stigmatization could be enforcement 
of social norms. The function of stigma and prejudice may be to make the deviant 
conform and rejoin the in-group, or it may be to clarify for other group members the 
boundaries for acceptable behaviour and identity and the consequences for non-
conformity. Schomerus, Lucht, Holzinger, Matschinger, Carta, and Angermeyer (2011) 
concluded that compared with people suffering from other, substance-unrelated 
mental disorders, alcohol-dependent persons are less frequently regarded as mentally 
ill, are held much more responsible for their condition, provoke more social rejection 
and more negative emotions, and are at particular risk for structural discrimination. 
Their conclusion is that alcoholism is a particularly severely stigmatized mental disorder.
9 Retrieved from: www.worldvaluessurvey.org
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Bayer (2008) and Burris (2008) think that, seen from a perspective of purpose, 
the question arises whether stigmatization of alcoholism could not simply represent 
a rational, successful strategy to improve public health, forcing people to cut down 
their drinking to avoid stigmatization. Drinking per se, however, is not stigmatized. 
On the contrary, drinking alcohol is a social behaviour that is often associated with 
inclusion in a social grouping; it may even be a signal of power and status (Room, 
2005), and often, even heavy drinking is socially accepted behaviour, examples are 
wedding receptions, business meetings and parties. Thus, when a person’s drinking 
behaviour violates these norms and evokes stigmatization, the drinking problem has 
presumably become quite severe. 
Taken together with the results from Ethiopia, a country with a low per capita 
alcohol consumption (Rehm et al., 2009), which depict alcoholism as a comparatively 
less exclusionary condition there, the question arises whether alcoholism may be 
generally less stigmatized in societies with lower alcohol consumption like many 
Islamic countries or India (Rehm et al., 2009), or to what extent the stigma of alcoholism 
depends on cultural belief systems about health and illness in general (Mulatu, 1999). 
For Santana (2002), alcohol has been shown to be responsible for a substantial burden 
of disease in Europe and other established market economies, especially in the area of 
morbidity and disability, as well as in terms of substantial social costs. For De Toledo, 
Piza Peluso, and Blay (2008) individuals with alcohol dependence are perceived as 
violent and capable of arising negative reactions among members of the community, 
such as negative ideas and reactions of avoidance and distancing.
Scott (1998) observed that attitudes towards homosexuality were becoming 
slowly more tolerant, especially among women, but condemnation of extra-
marital sex remained high. She concluded that religion played an important role 
in explaining within and cross-national variations in attitudes and that provided a 
powerful counterbalance to permissiveness trends. Changing attitudes to sexual 
morality were not as revolutionary as claimed and the demise of traditional values 
was over-stated. Simmons (2008) has developed an analysis on the ways in which 
immigration and homosexuality are jointly produced and regulated by the state 
through immigration policy. Cross-national surveys suggest that negative attitudes 
toward homosexuality are more prevalent in the new Europe (Štulhofer & Sandfort, 
2005; Inglehart & Welzel, 2005). 
Among the new members of the EU and the other post-communist countries, 
the Eastern Orthodox countries were found higher in homo negativity than the Roman 
Catholic. A similar finding was reported by Inglehart and Welzel (2005), who used the 
WVS database. In comparison to the Protestant and Catholic religion, Eastern Orthodoxy 
increases social distance toward homosexuals, regardless of the level of modernization.
Exposure to a diversity of ideas and people that is typically associated with 
university education encourages people to be more open-minded and liberal (Inglehart, 
1977). As economic prosperity increases through modernization, a change in citizens’ 
value systems also occurs. According to Inglehart and his collaborators (Inglehart, 
1971, 1977, 1990, 1997; Inglehart & Norris, 2003; Inglehart & Welzel, 2003, 2004), 
a shift from materialist to post-materialist values, or self-expression values, takes 
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place when chances to satisfy material needs increase. Materialist values include 
the following: satisfying economic living conditions, security, national identity and 
the exclusion of outsiders. Post-materialist or self-expression values, in contrast, are 
characterized by the desire for self-fulfilment, an emphasis on freedom, participation 
and the tolerance of diversity (Inglehart, 2006). Inglehart interprets discrimination 
against homosexuals as one type of social exclusion. He shows that existential 
security tends to make all out-groups, including homosexuals, more acceptable. 
Main results for Russia show that drug addicts and heavy drinkers are not 
desired as neighbours, their rejection has increased in the last two waves. Attitudinal 
studies in Russia have highlighted pervasive stigma directed toward both people 
with HIV and people who inject drugs (Balanova et al., 2006; Lioznov & Nikolaenko, 
2011). Additionally, according to a Policy Briefing by WHO European Centre for 
Environment and Health (2006), there is considerable evidence which supports 
links between drinking and violent behavior. In the Russian Federation, alcohol 
consumption has been noted to be involved in the perpetration of violence generally 
as well as in specific types of violence.
Homosexuals are excluded by almost two thirds of Russian respondents since 
1995, though a little less than they were in 1990. This is coherent with conclusions 
by Gulevich et al. (2016) who suggest that negative attitudes toward homosexuals 
include a perception of threat originating from homosexuals viewed as an active 
group. Individuals with high levels of prejudice see homosexuality as a deviation 
from a natural and moral norm that may threaten social morals, unless it is contained. 
Homosexuality is seen as a fashion, based on Western influence, which threatens 
Russian values. Homosexuals are perceived as a source of threat to individuals 
(as they are believed to be inclined to molest children and “convert” “normal” 
heterosexual adults to homosexual ways) and to the Russian society as a whole. 
Summary of Main Results
The first main finding is that social exclusion of the same groups seems to be very 
stable across time and space, with very few changes between 1981 and 2010, and 
very few differences comparing seven geo-cultural world regions. Through principal 
component analysis it was found that apparently people all over the world, with 
very few exceptions, perceive two different types of social groups, those to which 
individuals belong regardless of their own personal decision (immigrants and foreign 
workers, different race, religion or language), and those who apparently have at least 
partially done something to belong to (drug addicts, heavy drinkers, people with AIDS 
and homosexuals). Results have been analyzed through seven geo-cultural regions 
in which the 59 countries have been distributed. Russia has been analyzed also 
separately. It has been found that social groups based on more individual choice are 
more excluded than those to which individuals belonged not because of their choice.
An index of total social exclusion has been constructed based on the number of 
social groups mentioned by respondents as undesired neighbours, ranging from 0 to 
8 points. This total exclusion index has been disaggregated into two components, the 
personal exclusion index and the group exclusion index, each based on the exclusion 
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of four social groups respectively. All the indexes have been calculated for the total 
sample of 59 countries, the 7 geo-cultural regions and Russia. On the basis of these 
three indexes we have identified what categories of persons are more or less likely 
to be excluders. For that purpose different statistical tools have been used, mainly 
descriptive. Finally, an attempt to explain the main factors that lead to social exclusion 
has been implemented, mainly through correlation and regression analysis. Thus, it 
was confirmed that the four main explanatory variables: social position, information, 
post-materialist values and perception of security are negatively related to social 
exclusion because of existing theory and previous research. Other explanatory 
variables were added, measuring social, economic, political and religious attitudes 
and behaviours, which increased the power to explain social exclusion. But results 
show that social position, post-materialist values and some religious indicators seem 
to be the variables that contribute more to the explanation of social exclusion, though 
there are important specifications in these relationships in the different geo-cultural 
regions. Main findings are coherent with existing theory and research in this topic.
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